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290 HILTON 

Objective 

To develop a low tar Virginia type cigarette at a 9.0 mg 
Tar level, delivering a taste equal or similar to that of 
a middle tar leading brand, while conforming with the 
Hunter list. 

Description of samples and results 

For the task, two tobacco blends were formulated by the 
Leaf experts and produced at FTR, i.e. 

Tobacco blend No GB 1029001N02 batch No 904 
- Tobacco blendi No GB 1029002N02 batch No 903 

Note that the preparation 1 of both blends did not involve 
PC/AC additives nor flavourants. 

Additional analyses were carried out for, the determination 
of MH-30 residues in both tobacco blends, the results of 
which are showm below : 


Tobacco blend 

MH-30 

MH-30 

MH-30 

and batch No 

Found ppm' 
(Dry basis) 

Suggested 
limit 
(Germany) 
('Dry basis) 
ppm 

Difference 
in % (A 1) 

GB 10 2 9 0 0IN 0 2 1 

904' 

54.1 

80.0 

- 32.4 

GB 1029002N02 

903 

86.8 

80.0 

+ 8.5 
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Comments 

In view of the above chemical and physical properties and 
the positive issue of Panel A, we can say that the proposed 
goal of this project has been achieved. 

A product, offering the choice of various organoleptic 
characteristics, has been developed and presented to the 
UK during: the London meeting, December 11th 1980, for a 
first screening test. 

The findings of MH-30 residues suggest that attention should 
be given to the countries of origin of tobaccos we use in 
our blends. Practical experience indicates that due to the 
use of MH-30 in tobacco growing: farms, changes in the physi¬ 
cal properties and chemical characteristics of the cured and 
redried product are apparent. 

Tobaccos treated with MH-30 are usually much darker in 
colour with less filling power, high equilibrium moisture 
content and offer the smoker inferior smoke qualities. 


369 BEAUMONT ^ 

Objective 

The development of a diluted cigarette, upon the GAMMA line, 
at a 4.0 mg Tar level which conforms to the Hunter list. 

Description of samples and results 

For the achievement of the objective, two tobacco blends 
were formulated by the leaf experts and produced at FTR, 
i. e. 

- Tobacco blendi No GB 0236904N02 batch No 926 

- Tobacco blend! No GB 0236905N02 batch No 934 

The above blends produced! two series of cigarette prototypes 
among which prototype No 7, version B, system EAC-39, blend ' 
No 5' of batch No 934, incorporating 16 % of RL (US) and 25 % 
of ETNA, was preferred by Panel A. This prototype proved! 
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Both tobacco blends were used for producing two series of 
cigarette prototypes, the analytical values of which re¬ 
sulted to be too low and consequently these series were 
rejected. 

The above trials helped realizing that tobacco blend No 01 
batchi No 904 1 , because of its organoleptic characteristics, 
was the closest one to a middle tar cigarette. Therefore, 
it was decided to drop tobacco blend No 02 batch No 903 
from the development program. 

Concentrating on blend No 01 batch: No 904, made of US flue- 
cured, cut rolled stems and other tobaccos of high reducing 
sugars content, a new series of cigarette prototypes was 
produced for which single and! dual filter combinations have 
been used. 

The total compiling of the analytical values of the above 
prototypes showed unexpected variations in the RTD and 
tobacco weight, which upset all the analytical results, 
this creating confusion and reluctance in> accepting any 
prototypes of this series. 

These findings were later confirmed by the leaf experts 
with another negative verdict. At this time all the HILTON 
prototypes were rejected. 

Using; blend No 01 batch No 903, another series of prototypes 
was produced and submitted for complete evaluation in two 
different classes of total cigarette weight, for the 
following reasons : 

a) To narrow RTD variations and consequently the dilution 
readings. 

b) To learn and better understand the relationship between 
tobacco weight and the organoleptic smoke quality of a 
cigarette. 

c) To ascertain and establish more realistic limits conr 
cerning the minimum tobacco weight to be used in the 
production of various cigarette prototypes, without 
effecting the firmness, cold and warm, of the finished 
product and the good' appearance of the same. 

This last series of prototypes was presented to the leaf 
experts, i.e. 

Prototype No 74 C 83 P 85 P 

Class of weight 985 - 1010 985 - 1010 1015 - 1040 

(Total weight in mg) 
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1 


Panel A preference and opinions, about the above, are given 
in the following lines : 

Prototype No 74 C was accepted in the class of 985 mg/cig. 
The taste of this product was found to be similar, in its 
characteristics, to that of prototype No 83 P while the 
direction of it recalls the EMBASSY family. 

Prototype No 83 P was accepted in' the class of 1010' mg/cig. 
This cigarette proved to be closer in taste to VANGUARD, 
with a cleaner true tobacco taste. 

Prototype No 85 P was accepted: in the class of 1015 mg/cig. 
This product offers good impact and the typical harshness 
of Virginia tobaccos. Furthermore, this cigarette has proven 
to be in line with the characteristics of a leading; middle 
tar brand more than VANGUARD and fulfilled the objectives 
of a low tar cigarette with the impact of a middle tar 
brand. 


The design and analytical values of the above discussed 
prototypes are stated in the table below : 


Prototype No 

74 C 
(985 mg): 

83 P 

(1010 mg) 

85 P 

(1015. mg): 

Blend: + lot No 

GB 1Q29001N02 / 904 - 

— 

Format 

7.95 / 25 / 

84.4- 

— 

Cigarette paper 

WP 60 

Ecusta 708 

WP 60 

Tipping paper 

6 x M. 0.15 

. 4.5 —— 

Z3/20 

Plug wrap 

FU-POV 100 

FU-POV 100' 

FU-POV 40 

Filter type 

3.4 : 1/4 6 

3.4 1/46 

2.5. Y/48/DICO 

Dilution (%) 

43 

44 

9 

RTD (mm WG) total 

68 

67 

114 

Tar UK 

8:. 9 

8.7 

9.3 

SN 

1.19 

1.12 

0.95 

CO 

8.3 

8.2 

13.9 

Puff count 

8.7 

8.8. 

7.7 
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to be, for taste characteristics, the closest to that of 
PMS but, due to the too low tar values, which' lessened the 
impact effect and, due to the high number of puffs, some 
improvements were necessary. Therefore, based on prototype 
No 7, version B, another two cigarette prototypes were 
produced, i.e. 11 P and 12 P, with same changes in their 
design 1 . The prototype NO' 12, version B, in the class of 
925 mg: total 1 cigarette weight, resulted to be perfectly in¬ 
line with the taste of PMS, and the analytical values were 
within: target. This prototype was accepted by Panel A. 

In consideration of the above, 100,000 cigarettes were 
produced, test candidate No 12 T 1 , overtipped : and submitted! 
in a hinge-lid 1 pack issue (same for SILK-CUT) to UK Marketing 
for consumer product testing (November 14th' 1980). 

More detailed information, about the design and analytical 
results of the above discussed prototypes, are stated in' the 
table below : 


Prototype No 
Blend + lot No 
Format 

Cigarette paper 
Tipping: paper 
Plug wrap 
Filter type 
Dilution (%) 

RTD (mm WG) total 

Tar UK 

SN! 

CO 

Puff count 


7 P 11 P 12 P 12 T 

GB 0236905N02 / 934 - 

7.95 / 25 / 84.4 - 

Ecu. 708 Ecu. 753 Ecu. 708 Ecu. 708 


6 x M. 0.15 
FU-POV 100 K 

PMS 100 - 

60 


4.5 


100 

2.7 
0.17 

6.8 
8.6 


61 

94 

3.3 

0.31 

4.0 

8.2 


4 x M. 0.15. 4.5 


49 

103 

4.2 

0.41 

5.6 

7.9 


50 
107 
4.5 
U . 44 
6 . 8 ! 
8.0 


At this date, the objective BEAUMONT was achieved. 



12/23/1980/ANF/cap 
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